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Abstract 
This paper proposes the NISTO evaluation framework to appraise small-scale mobility projects. The framework consists of three 
evaluation tools and a set of evaluation criteria and indicators that are linked to the tools. The appraisal of the sustainability of 
project alternatives is carried out by multi-criteria analysis using 16 criteria grouped under the three pillars of sustainability that 
were selected by an in-depth analysis of current practice in North-West Europe. The performance of these criteria is measured 
through a set of core and optional indicators. Stakeholders are involved in the appraisal through the multi-actor multi-criteria 
analysis (MAMCA), which allows the consideration of conflicting stakeholder objectives and helps to identify synergies and 
disagreement between different stakeholder groups. The methodology is based on assessing the evaluation criteria of the different 
stakeholder groups. Target monitoring is carried out by setting SMART (specific, measureable, ambitious and accepted, realistic 
and time-bound) targets which are forecast in an ex-ante appraisal or monitored during implementation. We demonstrate the 
framework through the evaluation of a combined tourist travel card (MeineCardPlus) in the Nordhessen region of Germany, which 
provides free use of public transport and free entry to leisure facilities in and around Kassel. By considering the results of the 
evaluation tools side-by-side, it is possible to choose an alternative that is supported by the majority of stakeholders, performs well 
in the sustainability assessment and realistic in terms of policy targets. 
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1. Introduction 
Several methods for the evaluation of mobility projects are used by transport planners and authorities across Europe. 
The existing tools demonstrate a wide variety in approaches, coverage of transport modes, comprehensiveness, ease-
of-use and flexibility. Our review of current practice revealed that small-scale mobility projects that aim to change 
travel behaviour are often not or only partially appraised due to the lack of simple evaluation tools or budgetary 
constraints (Donovan et al., 2014). A full-scale cost-benefit analysis, for instance, is often not an option due to the cost 
and time required. 
In the framework of the NISTO project (New Integrated Smart Transport Options), which is co-financed by the 
Interreg IVB programme, a new easy-to-use, flexible and integrated evaluation toolkit has been developed specifically 
for small-scale mobility projects to overcome these deficiencies.  
The NISTO evaluation framework is based on the assessment of sustainability of projects keeping a balance 
between the three pillars of sustainability (economy, society, environment), a close integration of stakeholders into the 
evaluation process and monitoring of targets to establish a link to policy. In addition, it provides an easy-to-use online 
tool for practitioners. 
This paper aims to demonstrate how project alternatives can be evaluated with the NISTO framework.  We 
evaluated alternatives to promote sustainable travel of tourists through a tourist travel card in the Nordhessen region 
of Germany. In section 2, we introduce the NISTO evaluation framework. In section 3, we illustrate how the three 
evaluation modules work with results from the evaluation of the above-mentioned demonstration project. Then we 
conclude the paper with recommendations for further research. 
2. The NISTO evaluation framework 
The NISTO evaluation framework consists of two main elements (figure 1). On the one hand, there is a set of 
evaluation tools to assess projects based on the objectives of sustainable urban and regional transport. On the other 
hand, there is a set of evaluation criteria and indicators that are used by the evaluation tools.  
The framework offers three evaluation tools which can be used before and after project implementation: the 
assessment of sustainability by multi-criteria analysis (MCA), the assessment of stakeholder preferences by multi-
actor, multi-criteria analysis (MAMCA) and the assessment of policy success by target monitoring (Donovan et al., 
2014). MCA rather than cost-benefit analysis (CBA) has been selected for the evaluation of sustainability. It is well 
suited for a multi-dimensional evaluation of several project alternatives as it can consider conflictual, 
incommensurable and uncertain effects of decision making (Martinez-Alier et al., 1998; Vincke, 1992). In addition, 
MCA is more suitable if evaluation criteria are considered that are not possible to monetize (e.g. socio-political 
acceptance, security, livability) and the availability of quantitative data for the evaluation is limited. 
 
 
Fig. 1. Overview of the NISTO framework which consists two mail elements: three evaluation tools and a set of evaluation criteria and indicators. 
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Stakeholders are involved in the appraisal through the multi-actor multi-criteria analysis (MAMCA), which allows 
the consideration of conflicting stakeholder objectives and helps to identify synergies and disagreement between 
different stakeholder groups. The methodology is based on assessing the evaluation criteria of the different stakeholder 
groups rather than appraising the project based on a set of criteria agreed on with all stakeholders at the beginning of 
the process. Therefore the evaluation shows which implementation alternatives or scenarios each group would prefer 
and allows for a straightforward comparison of preferences across all stakeholder groups. MAMCA provides a 
structured way of involving the stakeholders in the decision-making process (Macharis et al., 2012).  
Several multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) methods can be used for the calculation of the preference scores 
based on the weights and the evaluation scores. In the NISTO framework we apply the PROMETHEE method to 
construct the evaluation matrix (Brans, 1982) since it avoids trade-offs between scores and simplifies the evaluation 
procedure (Macharis et al., 2004). 
Setting targets is an important part of evaluation as targets help the ex-post assessment of how the objectives have 
been fulfilled. Targets are usually linked to policy goals and objectives that aim to improve higher-level conditions 
such as liveability, health, air pollution, equity, etc. Targets are also closely linked to the indicators for which data is 
collected before, during and after the implementation of the project.  
The criteria and indicator framework consists of 16 core criteria and 35 indicators which are subdivided under the 
three pillars of sustainability and thus cover all aspects of sustainable transport and mobility1 (table 1). They have been 
defined through a review of existing evaluation approaches and best practices, a stakeholder survey, feedback from 
stakeholders across North-West Europe in regional workshops and the analysis of assessment procedures for nine 
previously completed mobility projects (Bulckaen et al., 2015a). 
Table 1. NISTO evaluation criteria for sustainability. 
Economy Environment Society 
Economic activity Land consumption Safety 
Cost effectiveness Greenhouse gas emissions Security 
Reliability and travel time Air quality Health of citizens 
Public funding of transport Resource use Livability 
 Noise Equity 
  Socio-political acceptance 
  Accessibility for people with special needs 
 
The framework and toolkit were finalized based on experience from the monitoring of the five NISTO 
demonstration projects (mobility projects that are monitored and evaluated with the NISTO toolkit)2 and feedback 
from stakeholders (future users) from across North-West Europe. It can be used for both ex-ante appraisal and ex-post 
evaluation. The evaluation tools are available on a dedicated website, where – after registration – users can carry out 
a complete evaluation and save their results.  In the following section we will demonstrate the evaluation process using 
the toolkit on one of the NISTO demonstration projects. 
3. The application of the NISTO toolkit 
3.1. Integrated tourist transport ticket 
The integrated tourist transport ticket or so called ‘MeineCardPlus’ (MCP+) is a cooperation project between 
Regionalmanagement Nordhessen GmbH, the regional development organization, several tourism destinations 
 
 
1 Sustainable transport development enhances environmental quality, improves social equity and promotes economic development (ECMT, 
2004). 
2 The online toolkit is available at http://nistotoolkit.eu 
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(leisure facilities and hotels) and the regional transport association (NVV) in the region of Nordhessen in Germany 
with Kassel as a centre. The MCP+ is a card for guests visiting the region. By using this ticket visitors not only have 
the opportunity to gain free entry to cultural institutions (museums, exhibitions, castles) and recreational facilities 
(spas, sports facilities) but they can also use public transport (trains, trams, buses) in the area of the Nordhessischer 
Verkehrsverbund transport association free of charge mobility13. This innovative model, combining all services in one 
ticket, will strengthen the public transport – with regard to both communication and information – and it will support 
visitor services. For users the ticket is free of charge and it is distributed at participating hotels 4. The MCP+ is jointly 
financed by the participating service providers (hotels and leisure facilities). The aim of the evaluation was to find the 
most suitable business model for the card that offers the highest level of sustainability and which is also supported by 
the majority of the stakeholders. 
The evaluation compared the following alternatives that were suggested by Regionalmanagement Nordhessen 
GmbH as the management organization for MCP+: 
x Business as usual (BUA): no tourist card is introduced 
x The free MeineCardPlus is introduced in its current form (see description above) 
x A 24-hr purchase card is introduced at a price of EUR 19.90/day/user with the same benefits as the 
MeineCardPlus 
x A discount card is provided to hotel guests free of charge that offers discounts at participating leisure facilities 
between 20% and 50% and a 50% discount on public transport passes in the region 
3.2. Assessment of sustainability 
The sustainability of the project alternatives was assessed using the 16 NISTO core criteria (table 1). To avoid a 
biased evaluation, equal weights were given to the three pillars. Weights for criteria within the pillars are based on the 
preferences of 93 governmental representatives from different policy levels in North-West Europe that we collected 
through a survey (Bulckaen et al., 2015b - unpublished results). 
After the definition of the alternatives an evaluation table has to be filled in, in order to assess how the different 
alternatives perform on the above criteria. It is indicated by the changes in the indicators linked to each criteria in case 
the given alternative is implemented. The indicators were defined in the data collection plan prepared at the beginning 
of the project. 
Both quantitative (based on measurements and forecasting) and qualitative evaluation (based on experts’ opinion 
and estimation) could be used to provide a possibility to evaluate criteria for which actual measurements or forecasting 
is possible (e.g. impact on safety, cost effectiveness) as well as qualitative criteria (socio-political acceptance, 
livability). Based on our data collection, however, many of the impacts of the demonstration projects are very small 
(e.g. air pollution, noise, greenhouse gas emissions, safety) if the whole project area (city, region) is considered (see 
table 2 for some examples from the Nordhessen demonstration project). 
Therefore it was difficult to show the differences between the preference scores for alternatives using a mixture of 
qualitative and quantitative criteria. While some of the impacts are very small, they can still be important in the 
decision making process since small-scale projects are expected to have small-scale impacts as well. This is especially 
true for GHG emissions, which is a global problem. Local projects have a small impact, which add up to the global 
impact. 
Consequently, we decided to limit the evaluation to a 7-point qualitative scale (table 3). Decision analysist are, 
however, advised to forecast quantitative indicators wherever possible and then convert them into qualitative scores. 
Since the performance of the alternatives is compared to the baseline alternative, the neutral category (0) designates 
the indicator value for the baseline alternative (no change in the indicator or change that is expected due to factors that 
are not related to the project or intervention). Then the difference between the baseline value and the minimum value 
 
 
3 The price of the card is included in the price of overnight stays at the participating hotels. 
4 See http://www.meinecardplus.nordhessen.de for details. 
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of the indicators as well as the baseline value and the maximum values of indicators were divided across the remaining 
6 categories (from slightly negative to very negative and slightly positive to very positive). 
Table 2. Selected quantitative indicator values demonstrating the magnitude of differences between the alternatives for the area of Nordhessen 
mobility15. (BAU=Business as usual; MCP+=Meinecard Plus Card; PC=Purchase Card; Discount Card) 
Criteria Indicator Value/Change    
  BAU MCP+ PC DC 
Greenhouse gas emissions External cost of 
GHG emissions 
(EUR) 
383,068,245 
(100%) 
-0.0026% -0.00042% -0.00042% 
Air quality External cost of 
air pollution 
(EUR) 
84,370,984 
(100%) 
-0.0032% -0.000005% -0.000005% 
Noise External cost of 
noise (EUR) 
154,935,000 
(100%) 
-0.00002% -0.000004% -0.000004% 
Accidents Number of 
accidents 
3,981 -0.00001% -0.000002% -0.000002% 
Table 3. Qualitative scale in the NISTO toolkit. 
Impact of alternative on the criteria Numerical value (score) 
Very negative -3 
Negative -2 
Slightly negative -1 
Neutral 0 
Slightly positive +1 
Positive +2 
Very positive +3 
 
For our demonstration project, we estimated the indicators for each alternative. Nine of the NISTO core criteria 
have been used in the evaluation. The rest of the criteria (reliability and travel time, land consumption, resource use, 
security, health of citizens, liveability and accessibility for people with special needs) were considered unchanged 
after the implementation of the project. Some of the indicators linked to the criteria were not measureable directly. 
Therefore, we used proxy indicators for greenhouse gas emissions, air quality, noise and safety. These indicators were 
estimated based on the modal shift from car to public transport generated by the project alternatives using the estimated 
external cost and reference values from the EU’s guidelines on external cost calculations (Korzhenevych et al., 2014). 
Modal shift was estimated based on a survey of 177 visitors to the region staying at participating and non-participating 
hotels. 95% of the respondents from the group of potential MCP+ card users staying at hotels participating in the 
MCP+ programme (128 respondents) arrived in the region by car. Most tourists who used the card used it for entry to 
the leisure facilities (66.4% including those who used it for public transport as well). 23.9% of the respondents used 
the free public transport offer, while 20.9% of the tourists did not use the card at all. 84% of the respondents using the 
free public transport offer would have used their cars if the MCP+ card was not available. Therefore, they are 
considered as mode shifters. For the whole region, we estimated that 15,078 visitors change their travel mode from 
car to public transport per year. 
 
 
5 The values have been estimated for the monitoring period between December 2014 and May 2015 (6 months) based on changes in modal split 
for cars and public transport as well as the external cost (Korzhenevych et al., 2014). The estimation is based on a survey of MCP card users and 
a control group of non-users (n=172). 
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Table 4. Indicators used for the sustainability appraisal of the Meinecard Plus Card project. 
Criterion Indicator Indicator type 
Economic activity Hotel occupancy Qualitative 
 Internal job creation at the card management organization 
(number of new jobs) 
Quantitative 
Cost effectiveness Balance of investment and operation costs and revenues 
(EUR) 
Quantitative 
Reliability and travel time None No impact 
Public funding of transport Change in the level of public funding to the NVV 
transport association (%) 
Quantitative 
Land consumption None No impact 
Greenhouse gas emissions External cost of CO2 emissions (EUR) Quantitative 
Air quality External cost of air pollution (EUR) Quantitative 
Resource use None No impact 
Noise External cost of noise (EUR) Quantitative 
Safety Number of accidents Quantitative 
Security None No impact 
Health of citizens None No impact 
Liveability None No impact 
Equity Daily cost of transport for visitors (EUR) Quantitative 
Socio-political acceptance Level of satisfaction with the scheme (%) Qualitative 
Accessibility for people with special needs None No impact 
 
After entering the evaluation scores, the preference scores were calculated by the software based on the weights on 
the individual criteria and the evaluation scores. The outcome is displayed in table 5 where the preference scores for 
each alternative on each criterion as well as the overall score are shown. The data shows that except for the cost 
effectiveness criteria, the MCP+ alternative performs the best on all criteria where there is a difference between the 
alternatives, and it does so in the overall evaluation as well (see last row from table 5). Therefore, in terms of 
sustainability this alternative is the best option.In the overall evaluation, business as usual, the discount card and the 
purchase card are ranked as second with no difference in the overall preference. The business as usual only performs 
well for cost effectiveness. This is due to the fact that all other alternatives result in a negative revenue.In terms of 
economic activity the MCP+ card performs better than the others because it is estimated that it would have a 
measurable impact on hotel occupancy. Public funding of transport is measured by the indicator ‘public funding 
provided to the regional transport authority’. It is expected that the introduction of the discount cards would decrease 
the reimbursement needed for the Nordhessischer VerkehrsVerbund (NVV). In terms of air quality, greenhouse gas 
emissions, noise and safety the MCP+ card performs better than the others because of the impact of the card on modal 
split (it is expected that the card would reduce car use and increase use of public transport and therefore reduce 
pollution and risk of accidents). The impact on equity is measured through the indicator ‘daily cost of mobility’. With 
the MCP+ card, the daily cost of transport is only 8% of the cost of a daily travel card for the NVV region because 
only 0.31EUR is calculated daily for the use of public transport in the region (added to the price of the 
accommodation). For the purchase card travel would be 23% more expensive than the normal travel card while the 
discount card would reduce travel cost only by 9%. 
Socio-political acceptance was measured through the survey that we carried out with hotel guests in the region. 
Respondents were asked which card option they find more attractive. The results confirmed the potential of the MCP+ 
card followed by the discount card and the purchase card. 
None of the alternatives had an impact on some criteria such as livability, land consumption, security, resource use 
and health due to the characteristics of the project. In these cases all four alternatives received 0 as a preference score. 
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Table 5. Preference scores of the alternatives on the sustainability criteria. 
Criterion Business as usual MCP+ Purchase card Discount card+ 
Economic activity 0 0.44 0 0 
Cost effectiveness 0 -0.22 -0.67 -0.67 
Reliability and travel time 0 0 0 0 
Public funding of transport 0 0.67 0.44 0.44 
Land consumption 0 0 0 0 
Greenhouse gas emissions 0 0.67 0 0 
Air quality 0 0.67 0 0 
Resource use 0 0 0 0 
Noise 0 0.67 0 0 
Safety 0 0.67 0 0 
Security 0 0 0 0 
Health of citizens 0 0 0 0 
Liveability 0 0 0 0 
Equity 0 0.67 -0.22 0 
Socio-political acceptance 0 0.67 0.22 0.44 
Accessibility for people with special needs 0 0 0 0 
OVERALL preference score 0 0.29 -0.02 0.01 
 
If the preference scores are aggregated into the main sustainability categories (economy, society, environment) the 
advantages of the MCP+ card are even more visible (table 6). It performs best for all three pillars and it is the 
environmental and social benefits that distinguish it most from the other alternatives. The other alternatives have a 
very similar performance with a slight variation in the economic pillar, where the purchase card has the worst 
performance (due to its low cost effectiveness) and the social pillar, where the discount card has the second best 
performance due to its relatively high score of socio-political acceptance. 
Table 6. Performance scores of the alternatives on the sustainability pillars. 
 Business as usual MCP+ Purchase card Discount card 
Economy 0 0.89 -0.23 0 
Environment 0 2 0 0 
Society 0 2 0 0.44 
3.3. Assessment of stakeholder preferences 
As a first step of the stakeholder based evaluation, the stakeholders for the particular project and their objectives 
were identified by contacting the stakeholders directly or through their representative organisations. As opposed to 
the sustainability assessment, in this case, stakeholders were free to choose their own objectives and evaluation 
criteria. Therefore there is an imbalance in the distribution of these criteria among the sustainability pillars. The 
majority of the criteria are economic (19), followed by social (6) and environmental (1) ones. This distribution depends 
on the type of the project and the range of stakeholders involved in the evaluation. 
Then stakeholders were asked to weight their evaluation criteria that were drawn up based on their objectives. The 
weights express the importance attached by the stakeholders to their own criteria. Weights were elicited through the 
pairwise comparison of all possible pairs of criteria based on the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) method (Saaty, 
1989). For this particular evaluation the pairwise comparisons were collected on a paper questionnaire. For future 
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evaluations the toolkit offers and easy-to-use pairwise comparison tool that can be used at a stakeholder workshop. 
The stakeholders, their criteria and their weights are shown in figure 2. 
 
 
Fig. 2. Objectives and criteria weights of stakeholder groups for the Nordhessen demonstration project. Weights are on a scale from 0 to 1. 
(Source: own setup) 
The weights show the different priorities of hotel owners and leisure facilities. While leisure facilities expect a 
higher number of visits (weight 0.44), hotels gave a high weight to longer stays of the guests (e.g. higher number of 
nights) (weight 0.34). Gaining new target groups through the MCP+ card came as second for both stakeholder groups. 
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The criteria of these two stakeholder groups also demonstrate that transport planning and evaluation often requires an 
interdisciplinary approach since the objectives of some stakeholders are not directly related to transport. Hotel owners 
and leisure facilities are primarily interested in increasing the number of guests or the length of their stay in order to 
increase revenues and they do not have any transport related objectives. For the public transport authority the most 
important criteria (weight 0.51) is to increase equity, i.e. the accessibility of rural areas and affordability of public 
transport. Interestingly, cost efficiency only comes as second (weight 0.26). The reason for this is probably that the 
weighting was carried out by the representative of the regional transport association (Nordhessischer 
Verkehrsverbund) and not by a transport operator. Tourists visiting the region attached the highest weight to equity, 
in the sense of reducing the cost of travel by public transport (weight 0.49). The local governments had more diverse 
criteria covering economy, environment and society with similar weights on air quality, accessibility and economic 
activity (hotel occupancy) (0.29) and lower on public funding of transport (0.13).  
In the next stage, the project alternatives were evaluated on the criteria of the stakeholders based on data collected 
for the demonstration project similarly to the sustainability assessment. This step was carried out by experts who have 
extensive knowledge of the specific field or problem. The same 7-point qualitative scale was applied as for the 
sustainability assessment. Data for the non-implemented alternatives (business as usual, purchase card, discount card) 
were estimated based on data from the user survey carried out among MCP+ users and non-users, data available from 
regional statistics, the regional transport association and Regionalmanagement Nordhessen GmbH. 
Then the evaluation matrix was constructed that aggregates the weights assigned by the stakeholders to each 
criterion and the scores of the scenarios from the previous step. Similarly to the sustainability assessment we applied 
the PROMETHEE methodology. 
 
 
Fig. 3. Multi-actor chart of the stakeholder preferences. (Source: own setup) 
This analysis produces a ranking of the scenarios for each stakeholder group displayed on the multi-actor chart 
(figure 5) that shows which scenarios are supported or opposed by a particular stakeholder group (Macharis, 2007). It 
highlights the strong and weak points of each scenario and indicates the potential points of conflict or synergies. In 
addition, the strengths and weaknesses of each alternative or scenario are also indicated for each stakeholder group. 
Based on this information it is easier for the decision-maker to find consensus or revise the original project alternatives. 
According to the multi-actor chart of the demonstration project in Nordhessen (figure 3) stakeholders seem to agree 
that the best option is the introduction of the MCP+ card since it received the highest performance ranking for all the 
stakeholder groups. The purchase and discount cards have similar scores for all stakeholder groups, while the business 
as usual was ranked as last for all groups. In order to find out why a certain stakeholder group ranked an alternative 
the way it did, it is possible to display a criteria contribution chart for each group (figure 4). For the public transport 
operators, for example, the MCP+ provides the most cost effective option due to its constant flow of revenue through 
the fixed contribution for each card, while the other card options are ranked lower since the revenue is more 
unpredictable as it depends on the popularity of the cards (purchase card) and the willingness to buy a discounted 
public transport pass (discount card). In terms of sales channels all card types widen the current sales repertoire to 
same extent. Since the MCP+ card is free of charge it ranks highest for socio-political acceptance (image of the public 
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transport operators) and also for accessibility of rural areas since it provides access to the whole public transport 
network for a very small fee built into the hotel charges.  
Since there is general support for the MCP+ alternative and this option was also ranked as best in terms of 
sustainability the choice of project alternative is straightforward: the MCP+ card should be implemented. 
 
 
Fig. 4. Criteria contribution chart for the public transport authority. (Source: own setup) 
3.4. Target monitoring 
Since the MCP+ project was actually implemented we were able to monitor its performance and the achievement 
of its target. The project targeted to increase the share of public transport users by 5% among visitors to the region. 
The modal shift was calculated based on the survey that we carried out among hotel guests in the region. One group 
of the respondents received the MCP+ card for free, while the control group did not. In a questionnaire that was 
distributed to the guests we asked them about their travel behavior (number and distance of trips by mode), travel cost 
and preferences concerning the different card options. 
The region receives 1,835,621 overnight guests per year staying at one of the hotel facilities (Hessisches 
Statistisches Landesamt, 2015a, 2015b). 80,122 visitors used an MCP+ card (5.2%) until 29 October 2015. Based on 
our survey of hotel guests, 22.4% of the respondents used the card for public transport (17,950 persons, 1.17% of all 
incoming tourists) of which 84% would have used their cars if the card was not available. Therefore these 15,078 
persons (0.97% of all guests) can be considered as mode shifters. We estimated the modal split of visitors as if no 
MCP card existed based on our survey of hotel guests which did not receive an MCP+ card (control group). This is 
compared to the current modal split that reflects the impact of the MCP+ card (table 7). The comparison shows that 
the modal shift to public transport due to the MCP card can be estimated at 6.7%, i.e. above the previous forecast 5%. 
Table 7. Modal split with or without the MCP+, based on the distribution of passenger kilometers. 
 Public transport Walking Cycling Car Taxi Total 
Modal split without MCP+ 2.6% 3.3% 0.6% 93.3% 0.2% 100% 
Modal split with MCP+ 9.3% 3.4% 0.47% 86.4% 0.2% 100% 
4. Conclusions 
The NISTO evaluation framework and toolkit offers practitioners a simple way to evaluate small-scale mobility 
projects. The toolkit combines the assessment of sustainability with stakeholder-based assessment and target 
monitoring. The sustainability assessment has the advantage that the evaluation can be carried out in a neutral way, 
considering the three pillars of sustainability (economy, society and environment) equally important. The evaluation 
tool indicates the performance of each project alternative on each of the pillars. Therefore any bias towards any of the 
pillars can be detected and the most sustainable alternative can be selected. 
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The stakeholder-based evaluation highlights the preferences of stakeholders in terms of their own criteria which 
may not be a balanced concerning the three pillars of sustainability. Stakeholders can choose their criteria and rate 
their importance (weighting) freely in a democratic way. Looking at the results of both evaluation tools, however, it 
is possible to avoid the choice of an alternative that is supported by the majority of stakeholders but it does not perform 
well in the sustainability assessment. And vice versa, the most sustainable solution may not be preferred by most of 
the stakeholder groups, which can make the implementation difficult or even impossible. In case there are considerable 
conflicts between the outcomes of the sustainability assessment and the stakeholder preferences it may be necessary 
to revise the alternatives and carry out the evaluation again. 
The evaluation of the integrated tourist ticket in Nordhessen also demonstrated that data collection is a crucial issue 
in the evaluation process. Especially the environmental impacts of small-scale projects may be very small if we 
compare e.g. a decrease in GHG emissions or air pollution to values for the whole project area. If quantitative 
evaluation is used the differences between the alternatives are lost because of the magnitude of change is very small. 
In order to circumvent this issue we propose to use a 7-point qualitative scale for all criteria. Quantitative data, if 
available, should still be used to guide the qualitative assessment to increase the objectivity of the evaluation. 
Further research will look at the conflicts between the sustainability and stakeholder preferences by analyzing the 
evaluation results of all five NISTO demonstration projects. 
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